. She notes that the two ratios of MMA:DMA were in reverse order relative to the antecedent corresponding. The fact of the typo is correct as the wording appeared and you may wish to note a correction. The consequence of the typo, however, is nil for any of our interpretations in the response and the original commentary and therefore requires no editorial amplification by EHP.
As we noted in the commentary (2) and in the response to Slayton et al. (1) Tables 2 and 3 show that underascertainment of incident cancers, data management errors, and failure to adjust for baseline variation in cancer rates led Hatch et al. (3) to underestimate associations between estimated radiation doses from
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